UNI TED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
For the Southern District of |owa

In the Matter of

CHARLES EBY, Case No. 87-227-C
DI ANE K. EBY,
Engaged i n Farm ng, Chapter 7

Debt or .

ORDER ON OBJECTI ON TO SCHEDULE B-4
PROPERTY CLAI MED AS EXEMPT

On April 15, 1987 the trustee's objection to schedule B-4
property clainmed as exenpt filed on March 17, 1987 canme on for
hearing in Des Mines, lowa. The trustee David A. Erickson
appeared and Jonathan M Kinpl e appeared on behalf of the
debtors. This case presents the novel and tinely question of
whet her a personal conputer is an inplenment or piece of
equi pnment reasonably related to a normal farm ng operation for
pur poses of lowa’s farm machi nery exenption codified at |owa
Code section 627.6(11)(1987).% Now that the parties have
submtted briefs on the issue, the court considers the matter
fully submtted. For the reasons set forth below, the court
finds that the conputer does qualify as a farm i npl enent or

equi pment under the exenption statute.

! Some confusion has arisen concerning the correct numbering of the subsections under lowa Code section

627.6. The confusion apparently has resulted from the striking of former subsection 5. All lowa statutory citationsin
this order are taken from the official lowa Code (1987) unless otherwise noted.



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The debtors filed a joint petition for relief under
Chapter 7 on January 29, 1987. The debtors are farners.
According to schedule B-4, they claiman Apple conputer exenpt
under the farm equi pment exenption pursuant to section
627.6(11).

DI SCUSSI ON

| owma Code section 627.6(11) provides in part the

fol | owi ng:

If the debtor is engaged in farmng... [the
debtor may claim any conbination of the
foll owing, not to exceed a value of ten

t housand dollars in the aggregate [exenpt]:

a. | npl ements and equi pnent
reasonably related to a normal farm ng
operation. This exenption is in
addition to a notor vehicle held
exenpt under subsection 9.

2

lowa’ s exenption statute is based upon the prem se "that it is
better that the ordinary creditor's clains should remain
partially unsatisfied than that a resident of the state should
be placed in such an inpecunious position that he and his

fam |y become charges of the state."™ Note, Personal Property

Exemptions in lowa: An Analysis and Sone Suggestions, 36 |owa

L. Rev. 76, 77 (1950). The lowa Suprene Court has stated that

2 Livestock and feed for the livestock may be claimed exempt along with implements and equipment but the
combined value cannot exceed $10,000.00. |owa Code section 627.6(11).



t he purpose of the exenption statute "is to secure to the
unfortunate debtor the neans to support hinself and the
famly; the protection of the famly being the main

consideration.” Shepard v. Findley, 214 NW 676, 678 (lowa

1927) .
In construing section 627.6(11)(a), the court is m ndful
of the well settled proposition that lowa’s exenption statute

must be liberally construed. Frudden Lunber Co. v. Clifton,

183 N.W2d 201, 203 (lowa 1971). Yet, this court nust be
careful not to depart substantially fromthe express | anguage
of the exenption statute nor to extend the | egislative grant.

Matter of Hahn, 5 B.R 242, 244 (Bankr. S.D.lowa 1980),

citing Wertz v. Hale, 234 NW 534 (lowa 1931) and | owa

Met hodi st Hospital v. Long, 12 N.W2d 171 (lowa 1944).

"I mpl ement” has been defined as "an item reasonably
fitted or enployed as a means of making | abor nore effective.”
Hahn, 5 B. R at 245. "Equi pnent" was added to the farner
exenption provisions as part of the 1986 anmendnents to lowa’'s
exenption statute. 86 Acts, ch. 1216, section 6. Webster's
Third New International Dictionary 768 (1966) defines
equi pnent as "all things used in a given worth or useful in
affecting a given end." "Equi pment"” therefore has a broader
meani ng than "inplement” and enconpasses nore itenms than those
t hat make | abor nore effective. It need not be shown that the
i npl ement cl ai med as exenpt be a necessity in the debtors

enpl oynent. Baker v. Maxwell, 168 N.W 160, 161 (lowa 1918).

The proper inquiry in each case is to determ ne whether the



items are the proper inplements in the reasonabl e conduct of

the debtors' trade or profession. Huyer v. MBride, 211 N.W

847, 848 (lowa 1927).

In ruling that a cream separator is an exenpt tool of the
trade for a farnmer, the federal district court for the
Northern District of lowa noted that the selling of cream from
m |k given by cows owned by farnmers had become one of the
recogni zed net hods of carrying on ordinary farmng in the

state. In re Henstreet, 139 F. 958, 960 (N.D. lowa 1903). In

t he Hahn case, forner Bankruptcy Judge Richard Stageman
acknow edged that tools generally associated with mechanics
and carpenters, such as welders, can be clainmed exenpt by
farmers given that such tools are used to maintain farm
equi pment and buildings. Hahn, 5 B.R at 245-46.

The trustee argues that a conputer does not qualify as an
exenption since a conmputer is not a necessity for a farnmer to
continue his or her operation. Based upon the principles set
forth above, a conputer’'s necessity to the debtors' enploynent
need not be shown. Rather, all that is required to be
denonstrated is that a conputer be reasonably related to an
ordinary farm ng operation. This court's experience in
dealing with farnms in both |iquidations and reorgani zati ons
leads it to conclude that a conmputer satisfies this standard.
In these nodern and recently difficult times, farners have
been forced to pay nore attention to the business aspect of
farming. No longer is farmng sinply a matter of agronony and

ani mal husbandry. Now in order to survive, let alone thrive,



farmers must be prepared to control costs, predict return and
profit and present accurate and neani ngful data to |enders.
Many of the cash flow projections submtted to this court
contain detailed financial information such as nonthly

del i neati ons of income and expenses, rates of return on the
farminvestnment, rates of return on farmnet worth, net profit
mar gi ns, debt paynents as a percentage of value of production,
expenses as a percentage of inconme and debt to asset rati os.
A conputer facilitates efficient conpilation of this data and
assists a typical farnmer in decision-mking. Gven these
consi derations, a conmputer is as inportant to a farner as

i npl ements and pi eces of equipnment traditionally considered

related to farm ng such as tractors, plows and conbi nes.

CONCLUSI ON AND ORDER

WHEREFORE, based upon the foregoing, the debtors' Apple
conputer qualifies as an inplenent or a piece of equipnment
reasonably related to a normal farm ng operation pursuant to
| owa Code section 627.6(11).

THEREFORE, the trustee's objection to the exenption is
overrul ed.

Dated this 28th day of July, 1987.

LEE M JACKW G
U. S. BANKRUPTCY JUDGE



